REMARKS 

Inthe ex—on of appUcanfsparen. case, *e Examiner cited Beklham et Paten, 
No 6 240,983 and Vick Paten, No. 6,059,038 a S ains,the daims, including claim 2, In 

the las, two lines of the independent base daim 1, which read "said sleevc.end thereof . 
New c^m7is similar ,odaim6with farther features of the invention. And newdaimS 
recites yet further features of the invention. 

Applicant submit daims 6,7and8 herein are dearly allowable over theBeldhamet 

al and Vick patents. 

Beldhamdrsdoses an anti-foam, splash proof venturi. .. has a blind barrel and a 
resilient sleeve thereon of uniform cross-section for releasably sea,in g pons 22. The sleeve is 
of uniform wall thickness. Lateral, elongated slots 42 are shown. 

The Vick pa,en, comes from an entirely different field, i.e. drilling strings. 
Accordingly.it is dearly non-analogous. There is no reason forone concerned with the 
problems in air gap Venturis forpreventing water contamination to look to we,, drilling 
strings for solutions. 

,„ addition, the operations of fine Vick device are reversed forthe claimed structure. 
A,ube 30 is placed internally o, an ex,erna. tube to sea, of, ports from inflow into the 
external tube. It is designed ,o keep water out, not to keep water in. Udoes no, flex 
outward,, bu, inward,, It is reduced in cross-section to "make it somewha, more flexib.e 
for ease in permifiing inwardly direded fluid fhrough the openings 26." (Column 4, lines !- 



3). ThewaUreductioninVickisthususedtoease — fluidflow. This has nothing ,o 

do with the function of the claimed sieeve which faciUtates expansion for water flow 
outwardly of the sleeve and enhances externa, sea,in S at the sea,. Faced with the problems 

of faceting water flow outwardly of the sleeve and with sleeve sealing on an interna, seat, 
there is no reason for anyone in the air gap venturi field to look for solutions in discloses 
from the drilling string field to facilitate water flowing into the system. 

,„ addition, there is no disclosure or suggestion in Vick that the structure or function 
of its sleeve, where the sleeve is compressed inwardly, would even work in the claimed 
structure where the sleeve is disposed on a barrel and is expanded. 

Moreover, there si no disclosure of relief of sleeve wear and increase in its operative 
Ufe through the use of cross-bars defining bents in the outer housing as claimed. 

Taking all these circumstances into consideration, it is clear that the only way the 
attempted rejection in the parentcase could be made is by way o, hindsight. To substitute 
the Vick sleeve into the Be.dham structure requires one to ignore the opposite functions of 
each patent and to assume thatan expansible sleeve mounted internally ofahousing would 

workasanexternallymountedsleeveinconiunctionwiththedefinedvents. Thereiscuie. 
simply no reason or motivation in either of the two patents to make the combination 
attempted. Such combination could only be explained by a hindsight construction. 

Applicant submits that any attempted combination of Beidham and Vick simply fails 
,o meet the standards underwhich § 103 rejections of the Statute can be applied. 



According.* it is applicant's position that theVick patent 
Is from a non-analogous field; 

Discloses a function opposite to the structure here claimed; 
Fa „s to teach the cited mbe could wo* in the reversed flow claimed sfiucfirra, 

environment; 

Fails to contain any motivation for the asserted combination; and 
And perhaps most importantly fails to teach or suggest the use of support 
cr0S s-bars in any vents for expansible sleeve support and sleeve life 
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Ev en if the Vic, patent were considered analogous, and it cfeadyfcnot, the entirely 
opposite structuralcombination, function and environment in which it is used, withthelack 
ofa.closureofcross-barsandofmotivationprov.dedbythepatents.renderstheassert^ 

combination and rejection erroneous. 

Claims 6, 7 and 8 are clearly allowable. 

ltwould nothavebeenobvious,oformtheBe,dhams,ot40w,thcross-bars,oma k e 

thehousingstronger.Thatisnotenoughonwhichtobaseareiecfion. A rejection under § 
^mustbeba.donpdorart.noton—erspecu.fion.There.absolutelynob^ 

section, and the reaction is deafly erroneous. Moreover, the cross-bars of the 
and useful life extension of the expansible sleeve. 
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The cross-bars 20 of the invention break up the larger windows into smafier openings 
or ports (specification, page 7, lines 1-2). This provides venting with smatter windows to 
reduce seal sleeve abrasion and increase sleeve life (specification page 13, lines 3-10; also 

page 3, lines 13-20). 

Accordingly, as stated in the parent, the subject matter of claims 6, 7 and 8 are 

believed clearly allowable. 

Respectfully submitted, 
WOODJ-IERRON &,EVANS(/.l.p. 
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